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USING RATIO METHODS OF FSYCHOFMYSICS, THE INVESTIGATCR
STUDIED LOCAL ANC FROFESSIONAL STATUS SYSTEMS OF TWO FHYSICS
. DEFARTMENTS. TO CLARIFY THE NATURE OF ANC THE RELATIONSHIF
BETWEEN LOCAL AND FROFESSIONAL STATUS, ANC, IN TURN, THEIR
- RELATIONSHIF TO INFLUENCE ANC SALARY, RELEVANT DATA WERE
COLLECTED FROM FROFESSORS ANC GRADUATE STUDENTS THROUGH
PERSONAL INTERVIEWS. THE RESFONCENT EXCHANGE THEORY OF
STATUS, WHICH IS BASED ON A FROFORTIONAL RELATIONSHIF EETWEEN
STATUS ANC INCOME, WAS THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK WHICH
FROVICEC THE RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY. FOOLED ESTIMATES MACE
BY THE FROFESSORS THEMSELVES INCICATEC THAT THE AMOUNT OF
INFLUENCE A FROFESSOR HAS WILL INCREASE AS A FOWER FUNCTION
OF THE AMOUNT OF LOCAL STATUS HE HAS IN THE CEFARTMENT. IN
ADDITION, THE AMOUNT OF SALARY A FROFESSOR RECEIVEC VARIED
AFFROXIMATELY AS A SQUARE ROOT FUNCTION OF HIS LOCAL STATUS.
BOTH LOCAL ANC FRCFESSIONAL STATUS AFFEARED TO BE CETERMINEC
By A SET OF VARIABLES. IN GENERAL, THE RESULTS SUFFORTEC THE
RESFONDENT EXCHANGE THEORY OF STATUS. (GD)
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AN EXPLORATORY' sruov OF COLLECTIVE VALUES AND CONFLICTS
L ) : AMONG cou.ees PROFESSORS

Vciues, Sfofus, Inﬂuence, Saiary, and Physu:s Prcfassors

_in modern socuai exchunge thecry, intimate teloﬂomhips are assumed
to exist among valued attributes aiid: behaviors which ‘« perion provides an orgoni~
zation, the status or estéem which he earns in that orgonization, his !nﬂuonee in

that organization, and the salary which ke receives. Consider the following prop=
ositions From Homans (1961)

Ly

The more valuable to other members of ¢ group the ac~
tivities a man emits fo them, ihe higher is the esteem in which
they hold him (p. 162). (1)

Defi mﬁon. The larger the number of other members a single
members is regularly oble to influence, the higher is his authority in

the group (p 286). @
The higher a mon’s esteem in a group; the higher his |
authority is opt to be (p. 268). (<)

The value of what a member receives by way of reword
. « » should be proportional to his esteem, that is, to the val=~
ve to them of the activities he contribues (p. 234). @“)

These proposifions suggest, then, that a person liypotheticclly eams status in on
organization in direct proportion to the value of the attributes ond behavior which
he provides that organization, and the status, thus earned, defermines (1) the

= -womount of influence or authority a person will have in the organization, and (2)
his salary=~his official rewdrd, that is==fo the extent distributive justice obtaiie.
The latter, the just or propoftional relationship between status and ificome apparently
exists as a quasi-equilibrium. To the extent that sa! is not proportional to status,
Tnjustice obtains, and the gredter the devidtion froim pmporﬁmlity, the gredter the
distributive Injuitice. Such injustices produce onger or guilt wbid'u in M'ntr!mer
off all sorts of equilibrating behavior--a slow « b\(morspdod up in productivity, on
increasé or decrease in accuiticy or quality of work, absentesism;. quiiting, ot
Adams tias an ‘excellent d!scuulon of fho various mpom to dinrf

a m cnmizaﬂ’on (1965) .

, ‘Theié ars biti and pieencf avidence whicb foocﬂnr igsit Hhe
fhocry mcybe frue in broad outlifie. for some onganliations, of leait: (1) Blau (1955)
has presented convincliyg evidénce that in the governmental bursau which: he-studied,
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status,” as gauged by a number of behavioral indexes, was earned by providing

the neophyte ogents with competent help. Hamblin and Smith (1966) found that
status in o graduate department of a univarsity was apparently earned to the

extent ‘aprofessor provided whet is usually assuimed in academic circles to be
valued attributés and behavior. (2) Blau's (1955) and other studies (cf. Homans
1961) have suggested that high status people generally have the influence. (3)
Hamblin {1966) has shown thot in the Navy, the rule of distributive justice appar-
ently opplies, that averoge income for the various officer ranks does, in fact, in-
crease proportionately with the status or esteem usually associated with those ranks.
The high correiations in this latter study suggest that what Homans calls a practical
equilibrium does obtain because of distributive justice, and Adams (1965), shows
that overoges and underages in income (as gauged by the status of the recipiant)
create guilt and/or anger, respectively, which trigger equilibrating behaviors which
work to bring income and status into’ proportion.

This eviderice, while sketchy, is suggestive enough to warrant o full
scale investigation of the theory in toto. While the theory should apply to any
organization which employs people, the academic organization, particularly grod-
uate departments of universities, provide an interesting case, in part because the
status and incomes of graduute professors are in such great flux and in part because
such departments provide important complications.

In the first piace, in a groduate department there are two kinds of
status which count: local status in the dspartmental organization and professional
status in the relevant discipline. Local status oppears to depend in part upon
merit of teaching, merit of administrative and/ci committee work, and upon tak-
ing the professor role generally, whereas professional status depends primarily upon
the quontity and quality of published research or scholarly work. Yet, this is not
to imply that local and professional status are unrelated. Presumably, the local

status of a professor in almost any groduate depariment is determined in part by his
professional status, |

The important theoretical question is whether local or professional status
determines influence and salary in graduate departments. Since local status is sup-
posed io be proportional to the velue of that which the professor provides the de-
partment, it, and not professional status, should determine influence and salary.

. Yef one who is intimate with the workings of groduate depariménts
might guess that the aliove reasoning' may ot hold for salaries during périods of
sapid Flix 3. is fow occurring in academio. Many raises in salaries are-made fo
match cutiide offeis. - Thesa offers Gre’ wually determined primesily by proféssioncl
status. ' Therefore, salaries, particularly in the higher ranked giedudte departments,
may be determined by professional icther than local status.

2~




L These then ‘aore the:substantive hypothéses. In-testing- ;hem, | propose. .

fo use the 6o measurement procedures- and;- in.general, the mtl?oaélpgy -developed
in the few Fsychophysics by S. 'S. "Stevens {cf. 1960 and 1962). Theie mathods,
thofoughly tested by now, are precise enough to give vigorous iest to thedey, pot-
ticularly if it is expraised: in the fanguage of mathsmatics; the functiondl equdtion
{cf. !flomblm, 1966) So, let me now fum fo the mathematization of the above
hypothases.

As suggested previously (Homblin and Smith, 1966), esteem or status ap-
parently is a sentiment or a feeling. The important characteristic about feclings is
that they have an involuntary quality; people usuclly do not think "Now | chocse to
be hoppy, to be sad, or whatever.* Rather, the moagnitude of these feelings states
ordinarily increas= or decrease dutoratically as o function of the magnitude of the
conditioned or the uncondisioned stimuli which produce them. Such involuntory or
automatic responses are generally called respondents as contrasted with operant re-
sponses, and, as | have suggested elsewhere (Hamblin, 1966), shmulus-mpondent
relationships appeor. to be described by a power function:

R = cS"

or in logarithms

dog R=1iogc+nleg$

where R is the magnitude of respondent response, S is the mognitude of e conditioned
or unconditioned:stimulus which produces the response ‘and where ¢ end n are pora-
meters which-ase determined empum:ully.2 This: bnvarmte case appedrs o generalize
to the multivariate case as follows:

logR=1log c +nylog Sy.. . +nylog §

B

or

R

nj nk

R=¢SI oooSk

where S;. . .Sy are the magnitudes of the k stimuli which in fact combine multi~
plicativsly to produce R, the magnitude of fhe response. This generdl low appears
to6 desciibe biveriate and multivariate siotus phenomena rather waii: - usually
cired.. 97 ~ 987 of. Hamblin, 1966); And it is expected to apply in thc case. of

gho aban sqbstanhve <hypotheses. . In other words, a5 a response, professional status
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Next in the <hidin; :l*dcalfimbs“-'gt ¥ présumobly o multiplicative power fusicrion

ofﬁva&smlszamrgp (which is ficw o stimulus), ferit of teashing My, ete.,
perhaps: esfollotes: =~ >~ =~~~ 7 - B "‘
. . e 3,4 -
o Si- = czsp R

Neéxt in the fhe_gi'éf'ici:l' chaiii, Infloence | and Salary T are power furictions of
local status §i, which now becomes a stimulus, perhaps as follows:

T=egs5 ">

o
SM=ceSt °

where the various cS“and n s are pararneters which will be determined empirically,
Thus, in addition to testing the substantive hypotheses, the more general stimulus~
response law again will be put on the line.

As in the previous study (Hamblin and Smith, 1966), it is assumed
that a number of attributes and behaviors could be valved and perhaps are valued
in one departmént or another, and thus determine status. However, the pervasive
notion now is that dcademic status (local if not professional) increases as (1) the
merit of a professor's publications increases, and {2) the merit of his teaching in-
creases. Académic status midy also increase with (3) professiondl oge. Further-
more, it has been -assumed that status increoses with personal attribufes such as
(&) professoridl demecunor, (5) cordiality, and (6) popularity (being liked as a
person). Academic stotus may increase with (7) the meril't%f a professor's admini-
sjrative or comiittee work, and (8) with his ability to obtain research and/or
tedching grants. Finally, | assumed that o professor's status: might be reiated to
(7) the degree to which the evaluator knew the professor and his work. This last
may not be a value, but perhaps a condition that should be held constent.3

It should be recognized that a professor participates simultaneously
in several status systems. They earn stdtus from the other professors in their de-
partment, from the others in their disciplire, from the graduate students, and
from ihe ddministration-~the chaimicn dnd the dean. These vatious status systems
may involve different sats of latent values that may be in conflict. Furthermore,
the individual values of professors' may conflict ‘with the values which dre func-

fional for the: dépertment ‘os o Whele, “However, any of these conflicts could re-

solt in ‘The sobversion”of‘ihie departmeritdl Sfatus systein aind thus seridusly influence
“its-aducationsl Gnd: scholatly Gufpuf, . - - S
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From a strictly -organizational point of view at least, a status system
is subverted to the extent that status ond, concomitantly, influence and salary
are not exchanged for those atiributes and behaviors of the professors which are
manifestly functionol for a graduate department as an educational organization.
But what are the primary manifest functions or function of a groduate department?
As far as. | understand it, the main function is tc produce well trained graduates
with a Ph.D. (Otherwise there must be a fantastic but interesting conspiracy
which has thus far eluded my detection, ct least)

A second function is to advance the state of knowledge in the dis~
cipline in question through research and scholarship which is published. While
most graduate depar/ments do not claim to be in business solely as a center for
research, how does ane teach people to be creative, dedicated :esearchers with-
out having teacters who themselves are creative, dedicated researchers? "Beyond
thot, a department requires a certain amount of administration which. in the cose
of graduate education (o very costly enterprise) includes a certain amount of
grantsmonship. These three, then --meritorious teacking, research, and adminis-
tration--oppear to be the minimal functional requisites. OF course, there may
be others such as friendly, durable social relationships. However, it is generally
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assumed that, as in most situations, such behaviors are reinforced by reciprocating
3 in kind rather than in teims of status, salaiy, etc.

Even so, and this must be obvicus, an organization does not value,
it does not give status te the members of the organization, it is the members
who give status to one another. Thus, the only way for a status system to be
truly functional is for the members of the organization to value those things
which are manifestly functional for that organization. This is an important
point, and we will return to it later.

Before proceeding to the methods and to the results, a summary and
purpose may be in order: '

(1) 1do not propose to test whether status is actually earned by
providing valued attributes in behavior. Such d "causal” demonstration
requires an experimental rather than a correlctional design which is used
here. While much informai evidence for such exchanges has been pro-
vided by Homans and Blau, the crucial experiments have yet to be done.
In this paper, then, | just have to assume such an exchange.

. {2) | am not ottempting to prove that a sub-set of the independent
variables do in fact represent attributes and behaviors valued by the de-

. partments.in question. | have included as independent variables attrikutes
and behaviors which are usually assumed to be valued in academia and |
will just assume that those which are allotted to status are in fact valued.

5~




) I do.propose to test, insofar as it is posssble to do 30. with. -
data gathered in:the field, using malﬂple regression analysis, for the
stimulus-response: chain postulated in the above theory. Thus, the-pre~
sent investigation should clarify the nature. of and the relctionship be= v
tween local and professional status, and in turn, their relationship to
influence. and salary at least in. the graduate departments investigated.

() 1| am also proposing to test the form which the possible
chain of stimulus-respondent relationships will take in general. The de-
pendent variobles are expected to be a multipiicative power function of
the independent variakles in the multivariate cases, and a simple power
function of the independent variables in the bivariate cases. | consider
this a crucial aspect of exchange theory since it involves a detailed re-
lationship between input and output.

(5) Finally, in a gross way, | want to relate educational and re-
search cutput to the status systems of the departments investigated. In
general | hypothesize that the educational and scholarly output of the
department will be proportional to the degree the status systems reinforce
the attributes--and behaviors which are manifestly functional for the de-
partment, i.e.,“meritorious resaarch, teaching, and administration in
that order.

METHOD

)

The Departments Studied. The status systems in two graduate physics
departments were invesfigated. Both were medium in size with 17 and 18 pro-
fessors, respectively. Department. Aranked in the 20s in the Tarter Report
but Department B was not ranked at all, possibly because its Ph.D. program
was initiated in 1960. The faculty in Department A hesiiated to cooperate;
they had been deluged in the past with “sociclogical questionnaires” which they
did not believe in, and some of the faculty were skittish about rating one another.
However, several conseriiad to be interviewed and five sets of estimates were fi-
nally obtained. | was rather nervous about using just five faculty observers to
obtain an -averoge, o collective representation of the faculty status system in
question,. but the rasults turned out quite well. Averaging is usually done to
reduce measurement error and the more sefs of measurement averaged, the bet~
ter. However, ihe erior vdriance in Ais no larger than that obtained with

~ large numbers of cbservers in Department B.

Department B was very coop'ei'ative. Cnly one of the faculty mem-
bers interviewed fequired a “soft sell” to participate; and he for just a few
minutes. .In: all 14 faculty observers: were used to obtain as many sets of estimates.

-
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In. addition, in A, 12 sets of esiimates were obtained fiom advanced
graduate students; and in B; 16 sets. These were from a sample of the gradu-
ate. students in residence, the advanced ‘ones who had been in the depariment
for .two -or’more years. |-also_attempted to-get-estimotes by physicists. outside
of the two'departments. Invariably; outsiders could estimate just cre variable,
professional status, and then, if at all, just for one to three of the "<tars.”

. | interviewed: two ‘deans only to find. out that they couid estimate neirker sta<

tus-nor  the other variables with any confidence. Rother, it became quite ap-
parent that they. relied almost entirely upon information given them by the chair-
man, his opinions as well as any factual material which he could or would pro-
vide them, Even so, it seemed to me that these deans clearly valued meritorious
publications and teaching in that order. 1 also found that the new facuity mem-
bers who had been abroad less than a year cculd not give estimates with any
confidence.

| chose physics departments for two reasons: First, | rather guessed
that the status systems in pnysics would be rather clear cut, possibly because
their methods and scientific standards have a long respected history. Secend,
| am something of a frustrated physicist, having had some training in the sub-
ject and having read some in the history of physics, particularly Aristotle,

" Galileo, and Newton. Thus, | may have wanted to become acquainted with

the social world that | had missed in choosing the social sciences.

Measurement. | personally interviewed -all of the faculty observers.
My instructions were improvised each time but were approximately as follows:

Let's begin by having you estimate the merit of teaching of
the varicus professors in the department using @ new techrique cal-
. led mognitude estimation. We'll start by having you pick someone
- whose teaching is dbout average. Okay? (The observer would usually
' hesitate a minute or more, perhaps ask a question, and then give a
rame. )

If we set the merit of A's teaching equal to 100 units, then
how good is B's teaching? If it is 2~1/2 times as good, give him
a 250; a third as good, give him & 33; three-fourths as good, 75.
-Make: his number proportional to the merit of his and A's teaching
as you see.it. (After yome-hesitaticn and perhaps questioning,the
observer would give a-number. )

If the merit of A's teaching is 100, how good is C's \eaching?
(Answer)._D's- tedching? (Amswer) F's? (Answer) and so on. |
would: proceed to have: the observers estimate the merit of teaching.of
.each: professor. = - : : SRR ,

-7
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Qg =i azs;m:larWay 2} proc@e“ded wsth all:\of heéother vanables, es-
tablsshmg«ﬁan avsrage: sétting that-was: set equal-to:100. units;: then estimating:
mognitudes:as-a-ratiosof that: standord:  With each observer with each varicble,
I tried-to follow o different order of presentation, although no system was used
‘to.insure fhat the order would be random.

. . The:. foilowmg variables were measured using mngmtude estimation;
.thesewete dqf’ned gs»follows. e P
Local Status, The esteem, the preshge, the respect fhe professor
en|oys~m this department.,

: _Professlonal Status. The esteem, the preshge, the respect o pro-
fessor enjoys. nationally, in the discipline,

Merit of_?ublicgﬁoﬁs. Quality and quantity tdke.q tqg_ethefl

| Mersf of Teach:r;g:. buality and_';gqubﬁfijt)" taken together.

’,

Professorial Demeaﬁéf. The degree he takes the role of a professor
"~ outside of the classroom.

Cordiality.
iikeasility‘-és a Person. | p

Influence or Power,

: Mem of Administrative and Commlttee Work in the Depanment.
~GTmlluy and_ quanfity", iaken together.

. Gramsmanshug. The abnhiy to. obfom grants for research and/or
e T e, tecchmg., -

Your know!edge of the professo: and h!s work.
The gmduate: sfuden were nnt:}va;wed fhrae af -a hme, by a tesearch assus--

- tant,.. Rny Svonavec. He..followeZ. a “lmlklr procedure ‘except that he used line
- ‘esfimaiion-w Jw:h is; well descnbed ina prevxous report (Hamblin and Smith,

~fl966). R S R S T LT LR
te . i P; . :.,2»;( L;’;’. »;“,‘i’:;‘;',‘,‘;’f;",";’,' ';:’;f‘-‘“ { . b .
~’*z:»Aﬂ°l §i5. Geemeh' meons were calculafed for eoch of the vari-

obles for. dach’ professor -for each set of observers. These were then. trans~
formed:to Iogamhms and cmulyzeds usmg linear multiple regression ~ correlation

-8~




analyses which dondensed the equations by removing the weakest variables, _
cne at g time, to statistically significont relationships. Thus, the logorithmic

. formsof the hypgtbeses were _hisfed.'

RESULTS .

-. ~- So that the importance of: status will be established, before.we con-
sider what earns it both professional and local, we will start with the results for
influence and sclary. k % :

L. i o

Influence.. The hypothesis which derives from modern exchange theory
is that the influence or authority which a person enjoys in an organization will
be a function of his status in that organization. In a graduate department, this
means his local and not his professional status. The multiple regression results
which' test "this hypothesis are given in Table 1. Note that the professor's data
for both departments yield approximately the same arswer. Influence is a func-
tion of locai but ‘not professional status and quite surprising to me at least, the_
functional equations Tor the two départments tuiried out to be almost- identical -~
I= .-9S-Ll--5 and I‘=..BSL]°5.- Furthermore, the explained variance is rather high,
.83 and ;87. ' - " '

- The results for the graduate students are mixed ot best, however. The
student-data from Department A did compare with the professor's data in that local
status turned out fo eXplaiv} a significant portion of the variance, but the equation
is not even close (I=.95| 1) This is probably because students are in no po-
sition to estimate influence accurately. They are just not in the meetings where
faculty decisions are made. The cues they do pick up are evidently inaccurate.

Salary. In general, the hypothesis is that salary. should be proportional
to status; in a-graduate department, to local stafus. However, we noted that
with today's rapidly ‘changing salary schedules, in the better departments salary

. may -be -determined by professional status. :This is because offers are usually de-

termined.by professional status, and because salaries are usually raised to match
outside offers. The multiple regression results are given in Table 2.

Note that multiple regression results for the two chairmen are almost
identical. Salary is a function of locai not professional status ond the explained

~ variance is similar~~.57 and .53, .This level of explained variance is quite low.

With the Navy salary-status data, the median 2 for the estimafes of any given
observer was circa .96 (Hamblin, 1966). It might indicate considercble distribu-~
tive injustice in both departments.
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f@ble 1. The "Relaﬁonshipb of Influence to Local and Professional Status

Toeam .- Ca - - e . -

— e
Expiamed Vanance“
: !ndependenf Varicbies Graduate Students -  Professors
| B -Mo;pf._i&""’ " Deph.B  Dept. A Deph. B
Local Status. . » o . .. 70 - Gee .83. .87
meess:onal Status. . . - ,:74 ces cee
Totals (RZ). .. 70 .74 .88 .87

£

U f.l.i,e, mqlﬁele regression-analysis, the beta coefficients where blank 4.,k
spaces were not significantly different from zero, so the presumption is they con~" ——
trolled no variance: "ln-the- stepwise condensation procedure used here-and in
subsequent: tables, these'-variables whose: befa: coefficierits are not- significantly
différent: from~zero are -elininated -orie--ata time, the weakest-first; -so that only

 the significont (10 pér-centlevel, two-tdiled test) variables remain. In:these-

cases; local:-and grofessional stfatus were: the independent- variables,  and one wes
eliminated as shown. In general, variance may ke pamhoned i o multiple regres-
sion analysts using the following equation:

2 A2y ¢ Rz/z IB:]

where 7\. is the variance explamed by the ith vanoble,;l'- is fhe cbsolufe value

of the lf‘l beta weight, RZ is the multiple correlation, and % | is the abso-

lute sum of the beta wéights of the: n independent variables 1= nncluded ip rhe analysis.
¥ihen there is just one’ mdependant varioble: left as in these analyses,)\

L

brhe four equof %ns are as follows: 1.1
A Professors = .095; A Students |= 9SI.
B Professos | = .oss,_"5 CBStudents | =1.6 S50
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bThe equations based on the Professors data are:

A sy= 24735,,

. = .48
B-’ : SM “3355L

s ' The Chourmens data. yueld ithe: fol!owmg. ~

s wend oo OThs: beta:weights ‘where-itic:blanks .are:'shown. wers ot significantly
‘different.(10.-per..cent lével , :two-tdilad. test)- from :zero :so - in- the stepwise con=~
. :de‘i\séﬁon"iﬁ\'mcedur&'they ‘weré ‘eliminated. - Presumably he variance .explained in

' these' instaices is:nedr if not equal: to- zero. Since. only one- indspe

ndfnt variable
sumved fho anclysis A2=R2, - (See Table 1 fsr the equation for A“.



. When al! of the profzssors® esti mates are pooled or averaged via geo-~
metric means, a rather different picture emerges for A, the nationally ranked depart-
ment.. In A3aldfy is o function of proféssional status and the variance explained is
-80. Apparentiy; in A the pooled estimates represent a more vidble, accurate picture
of the, Gperciing status system than do the chairman's alone. In University A, it is
ouite clear from. the interviews with the Dean, that the cheirman's rscommendations
leigely determine salary increases. However, sit is -also-quite obvious that the pro--

-fessors aexert considerable influence upon the chairman, who evidently does not see
eye to eye with: them on these matters. Their-pooled estimates of status are related
to sqlary mush more than are the chairman's estimates.

In contrast, the professors data from B appear to be quite consistent with
those of their chaimmes; in both cases local status explains about 55 per cent of the
. variation in salary,

: Evsn so, when R% is less than .95, it is often better to rely on visual
plofs to interpret relationships.. Analytical results often mask importari zaderlying
similarities; this is particularly true when the independent variables are highly correlated
as thay are ‘in this.case where the professors' estimates are pooled. The correlation between
focal and professional status in A is .94 and inB, .85. While the causal implica-
tions of the previous analysis are probably correct, the relationships betwean salary
] - and the professor's estimates of local status is almost idantical as may be seen in
E _Figure 1. Note that in both departments, salary is approximately a square root
T function of local status (SM = cSL°5). To me, ‘his, too, was a pleasant but sur-

prising congruency.

Equaily surprising are the simiiarities in the deviant case arnaiysis. in

Figure 1, | have circled and labzied those cases'whose incomes are out of e by
$1,500 or more. Note that i both departments there is an older profsssor who is
g an undergraduate teacher whe is paid several thousand moze then kis local status
indicates, In each cxe, the -professor does not have a Ph.D., but he had earned
‘ tenure via excellent teaching many years before the depariments focused upon gradu-
ate teaching. One of these was interviewed, andhe was quite bitter obout his low
< " status. Apparently, in an ottempt to ecmpensate he spent much of his time degrad-

ing research and .graduate education.

Also, inboth departments, one finds a pro with relatively low .local status
and a salary which is several thousand more than-his local status indicates. The one
whom | interviewed published ‘heavily, was an effective grantsman, tured out Ph.D.
students, and had declined offers froni first rate universities like Chicago. However,
he stayed out of departmental business, did his teaching, and financed the best gradu-
ate students who worked on his research projects. He was aware of liis relatively low
focal sfatus arid raciprocated with a mild disdain, especially for those who were not
publishing well.

-12-
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Finally, in both departments there were several young profes.urs whose
locol statis-excesded thelr walaries by $1,500 or more. These were the good citizen
ypes who were valued in their local departmen!s but apperemiy were not receiving
outside offers, or had:scruples against ising such offors to increase their own salories.
Viitue in this case wos oppaiently: its own giishmeny; these professors were obviously
the explo:ted giovp==in the short run ot leasi. They also represent the group which
could >e roided most effectively by other depeitments who could copltahze vpon the

resentment they must feel. .

Stotus Detenmmnfs--?mfessors‘ and Chamnen's Data.  Having estoblished
the importance of status as a deferminant of influence and sclory, let us tum to the
prior problem of the determinants of status, professioncl and ther local.

Professiorial Status. The relevant data-are given in Tobles 3 and 4, Look-
ing at the results of the professor's pooled data first, in Department A, note thot pro-
fessional status turns out to be o function of three variables in order of importonce:
merit of publications, professional oge, and merit of teaching. There is some overlap
. from the chairman's data. As computed from his estimations, professional status is o
function of four variobles: merit of publications cnd professional age=-(two variabiles.
which are on the professot’s list), and likeability and the ¢hairmon's knowledge of

the professor and his work, two very particuiaristic voriables.

in Toble 3 note that for the professor's data in B professional status tumns
out to be a function of two variables: merit of publications and merit of administrative
work. The local status results for B's chairmon are something olse ogain; his estimates
of grantsmanship turned out to be the only varicble which significantly predicted his
estimates of professional status.

Local Status. Looking first ot the results using the pooled estimates of

the professors in Department A, local status tumns out to be a function of professional
status, professorial demeanor, and professional age (negative). A's chairman's esti-
mates of professional status and merit of publications are significontly related to his
estimates of local status. .

!n Depomnent B, looking first at the: results from the professors' estimates,
local status wes a function of quite a potpourri: professional status, grantsmanship
(negative), professional demeanor, likeability, professional age, and the observer's
knowledge of each professor and his work. The c.hmrmcn s estimates similarly yield

a potpourri: local status turned out to be a function of the chairman's knowledge of
the professor and his work, the merit of the administrative work of each of the pro
fessors, professional age, professorial demeunor, professional status, ltkecbllnty, cmd
negatively, merit of teaching.
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T T hes s fesults give somewhat-varied pictures of the status systems s

they appecréd fo operate to various observers in the departments. [n passing, we
might note that the determinants of status which are functional from the point of
view of a-graducte deperinient--meiit of publication, ‘merit of teaching, and pro-
fessorial demsanor (the degree to which the professorial role is taken outside of the
classroom, i.e., in tutoring, guiding research, -and so forth), are much moie heav-

'iiy weighted in Depariment A than in Department B. Department B gives more -

weight -to: merit-of administrative wotk, which, as .we"‘have noted, may be func-
tional to a graduate depariment. However, so does it give more weight to mis-
cellaneous items whose functions for the depaitment are somewhat questionable.

More about this problem later.

_ Status Determinants==The Student's Data.  The graduate students estima-
tions may reveal less about the departmental status system than the students themselves,
iand that about their sccialization: as prospective physicists. A major part of their
socialization is developing the appropriaie values. What values, then, are suggested
by their data? What evidently determines professional status? Again, in Table §,

a potpourri:

. In Department A the professional status of the professois, as estimated by
the. grodudte students, is a function of merit of publications, likeability, negative
cordiality, the observers' knowledge of the professor and his work (negative), and
professional age. Local status is simpler: it is a function of merit of publications,
merit of administrative work, and (negatively) grantsmanship, in that order of import-
ance. .

In Department B, professional status, as seen by the graduate students, is
evidently a function of grantsmanship, professorial demeanor, professional oge, and
(negatively) the observer's knowletge of the professors and their work. Local status
is agein simpler, a function of professorial demeanor and professional status. Con-
spicvously absent from either list of deterninants is merit of publications and merit
of teaching. A sad commentary. '

_ Departmental Productivity,  Finally, the two departments may be compared
along several interesting dimensions of productivity. In Department ‘A, the merit of
teaching is highly correlated with the: merit of research, (r2 =.,81). It is as though
profeisors. have. differential cbilities ‘and/or are differentially motivated by the sys-
tem. However, the system, to the extent it is effective, motivates them to do
both teaching and publishing. [n contrast, in Department B, the correlation be-
tween .merit of teachifig ond merit of publications is. quite Jow (€= .29). It is
as though somie professors specialize ‘in teaching and others: in publishing. B's
system appdrently- dods ‘no¥ motivate the: professors to do both well, or ot least not
up fo their natural obility. Also recall thot in previous Tables 3, 4, and 5, that
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anepartment B- nesther the.-chairman's; the::professors’, rior the students'. data- show
mentonous teachmg d detemzmant -of- stafus,f prqfessmnals or, ioccs-

Smce 1960-6! Deporrment A hos groduated 40. students wsth the Ph.
Thot ovarages about .8 o year:. -As: may, be:recalled;: Department B's Ph.D.. program
was started. in . 1960-61.: By .1965-66,. they.:had-graduated a total of 8 students.
with the Ph.D." However, for the- 1966-67. academic ysar, they hope fo graduate
7 or8 a number almost -if not equivalent- to. Deportment A's recent average.

Neither department has done particuicily well in socializing its graduate '
students to -have the values which-are functional for.a first rate. .department of. phy-
sics: In.ad¥%ion ic the rather miscellaneous deteiminants. of professional status as
found in Table4, the correlations beiween facwty and students estimates of profes-

sional. status are relatively low. % is..8! and .66 in Departments A and B, re-
spectively. Between' the fatulty and studeni estimates of local status, the correla-
tion is even lower. is J74 ond .62 for. Departments- A and B, respectively.

These results suggest. that Department A does. a better job in socializing their grad-
uate students than does Department B, but neither are very great shakes. If both
professors and. students: saw - professional or local status the same way, r® would be
at least .98. The meosurement procedures are that good. . g

Finally, Deportment A seems to be guite in a different class from B
when it comes to publications in physics: respechvely, 82 to 12 theoretical and/or
experimental articles since 1960.

DISCUSSION

Influence. As expected, the pooled estimations of the professor’s influence
tured out to be a. power function of the pooled. estimations of local status. (The
power exponent was 1.5 in the case of both departments.) The relationships were
not perfect; the R2s were: not circa .98, but much lower, .83 and .88 in Depart-
ments A and B, re;pectivgly. Actually, it is not to be expected that the corre-
lation. should be circa .98. Theoretically, there.are three factors which shouid
determine the amount of influence a person should have in an organization: (1)
the. motivation_a. person has. to exert influence in an ‘organization; (2) the value
of any reciprocation which-he can:make in an.exchange; and (3) his ability to
schedule his reciprocation. effectively. A number. of professors who were interviewed
oppeofed to. be' aware' of the operation -of the first factor. ~When asked to estimate '
power or mﬂuence, they. countered with- the. question- “Is this the power or influence
they, could. exert. in the. department, -or is it power or influence that they actually

 exert?" Local status is relevant to the second factor.  Presumably, local status gauges

the volue of approval: or expiessed satisfaction -as. forms..of reciprocation. However,
as.the. experimental.evidence. {cf..,:: Ellis. «and\ :Hemblin,: 1966) now clearly indicates,
the value of a reinforcer is only translated into influence. or power when it is made
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properly contingent in an on-going social exchange. With children, forexcmple,
giving out reinforcers at the baginning of an exchange sequence resulted in very
little influence for the teacher, whereos when she used the valued reinforcers for
reciprocation to complete the exchange, she had almost maximal influence. Even
so, since local status which summarizes the potential volue of reciprocation of each
of the. professors predicts as well, the results suggest that it is the key variable in
this situation, i.e., that most of the professors do choose to exert their influence
and most of them know how to schedule reciprocation effectively. '

. Salary. Also, the relationships predicted by the distributive justice
‘theory obtained rather well. In both departments, salary increased opproximately
as a .5 power function of the pooled estimates of local status. In neither de-
- partment did the correlation approach .98; in fact, the lowest correlations obtained
in the study, r2 ranged from .53 to .68. Even so, the deviations from the expected
relationship appeared to have the consequences predicted from the distributive justice
theory. Adams specifies the consequences of inequity conclude the following possi-
bilities for any given person. When the inequity favors the person, i.e., in our
terms when his salary is higher than would be expected on the basis of his local
status, he will (1) experience guilt, and in an effort to dllay that guilt, ) work
harder or do a better grade of work, or (3) he will distort cognitively, i.e., attack the
status systems as being stupid. Recall this is what the undergraduate teacher did,
he devalued research and graduate teaching. Similarly, the pro who held himseif
above and thus devalued the local status system in Department B. Adams (1965)
further postulates that if the inequity results in a negative outcome for a person,
he will (1) be angry as postulated by Homans, but in addition will do something
about it, e.g., (2) alter his input by working less; (3) by doing a poorer quality
of work; {4) leave the field, thet is, get a job in another university; (5) alter
his outcome, that is, pulting pressure on the chairman to increase his salary; or
(6) distorting his cognition, i.e., accept a status devaluation so his status is appro-
priate to the salary he is receiving. There were, of course, a number of professors
whose salary was lower than that indicated by the local status. None of them com-
plained in the interview, possibly because such complaints would look like. status
striving and thus reflect negatively -upon themselves. But there was one professor
in this category who was quite demoralized. One of his high status colleagués
confided to me that he felt this man was one of the most gifted theoretical phy-
sicists that he knew; this was confirmed by student ratings and by his focal status,
Yet, in talking fo this theoretician it was obvious that he had accepted a rela=
tively low status evaluation indicated by his salary. He. had not bothered to seek
outside offers and was gradually sinking into oblivion, Thus, an inequitous status
systam can be very domaging. : '

Distributive justice theory imples-that a perfect relationship between
salary and local status would result in a blissful equilibrium, but there is some
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question, -of course, whether such relationship is possible or feasible. Professors
develop .ot unequal rates, and it is probably difficult to know precisely the valuve
of his publications and his teaching and his other activities untii the department
has had some chance to live with the results. Then, too, most universities are
typically tight cn:-money. The adminisirators often feel that they have to have

a good excuse to give people unusually high raises. Comsequently, most chaimmen
and most decns rely on the outside offer as the objective criteria for giving unu-
suolly large raises. This means that most professors whose professional status is in-
creasing rapidly will chronically be behind in salary, and consequently will be
chronically dissatisfied. Even so, it may be the only way a university can be
run, Furthermere, if the professors were socialized appropriately, cutside offers
are simply required to validate unusually rapid increoses in professional and subse-
quently local status, it should not be too hard on people. However, it seems to
me that choirmer and deans could probably do much more than they do to use small
salary increases to achieve a more just or equitable relationship between local
status and salary. For one thing, the results suggest that chairmen could gather
more adequate data on the professors so that they would be sesponding to the de-
partmental status system rather than to their own idiosyncratic version of it.

The Subversion of Status Systems. Also, the results of this study
suggest that status systems-can in fact be subverted so that only part of the rewards,
the status, the selary, etc., go not to the professors who are providing the attributes
and behavior which are functional for the department. All too large a portion of
the. reinforcers were wasted on miscellaneous itésfi, e.g., likeability, professicnal
age, while functional behavior, e.g., meritoricus teaching was not rewarded ot
all. Thus, these reinforcess were in effect squandered. Both departments A and B
had approximately equal salary schedules to back up their local status systems. Yet
86 per cent of those reinforcers in Department A were exchanged for functional be-
havior -and atrribures: for meritorious teaching (23%); professorial demeanor, i.e.,
acting like a professor outside of closs in tuforing and guiding research, etc. (23%);
and. for meritorious publicaticns (40%). Of the total, 14% appeared to be wasted.
in Department B on the other hand, 52% of the reinforcers were used in exchange
for the functional attributes and behaviors—-professorial demeanor (15%); meritor=-
ious publications (25%); and meritorious administration (12%). The remainder of
the reinforcers was wasted on likeability (12%), on discouroging grantsmanship
(21%), on variations m knowledge of the professor and his work (4%), and on
professxonci age (7%)

: Significantly, the differences in the way the remforcers were used as

input resulted apparently in large differences in output. The professors in Depart-
ment A were publishing at a zate that was approximately seven times higher than
that-of the professors in Department B. The output of Ph.D.'s was much higher
in A than in B (although this may not be a fair comparison), and in A, good
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" Whatever behavior is reinforced by valued reciprocation in a repetitive or pro-

teaching tended to be comrelated with good publications. In other words, the sys-
tem in A tended to encourage both, but not so in B where the correlation (r2) was
.29. '

It might,of course, be argued that the differential output of A and B
is a result not of the difference in the status systems, but a differential advantoge
which ihe two departments must enjoy in recruiting professors from the outside.

A differential recruiting advantoge should have some effect, of course, but so has
the status or exchange system. Experiment after experiment (cf. Ellis and Hamblin,
1966) has shown now thaf a programmed exchange system inexorably molds the
behavior of ‘the participants according to reinforcement principles and thus de-
termines the output of a system. In gencral, one may rely on the following rule:

grommed exchenge will increase in frequency until the cost of the behavicral
output will equal the value of the reciprocation. The corollary of this postulate
is: If a behavior is cbsent or is emitied at a very low frequency, then fo increcse
it in frequency, increase the value of the reciprocation accordingly.

The implications of these postuletes are rather direct and obvious
for Department B. To increcse their output both in the way of qudlity and quan-
tity of publicstion and in quality of teaching, they need only to dllocate a greater
share of their reinforcers to these functions. They might very well stop wasting
them on likeability --(They are a congenialvgroup anyway so why do they have to
pay monay for it?); on the discouragement of grantsmankthip--(They need dll of
the research and teachinrg grants they can .get; in porticuiar the quality of their
students needs to be upgraded .onsiderably and the only way they can hope to
do this besides providing befter education is providing better financial support. );
on ignorance~--(They shculd become better acquainted with one another's work. );
on occupational age--(‘Who needs to reward people for getting old®> They will
do it anyway . ). ,

»

In this functional evaluation, | have taken a rather hard line, and
parheps it should be medified or at least an alterative discussed. In physics it
may be functional to inciude a multiplier for professional age. Because of the
high obsolescence in a field which develops os fast as physics does, perhops a
professional age mu ltiplier does compensate the older professors for the constant
cost of refooling; so that the older a professor becomes, the more -he’would be re-
worded for work- that i< meritorious. Thus, such a multiplier could be functionaliy
important to- maintoin the viability of the staff as they giow older.

in considering the allocation of a department's resources, one might be
tempted: fo hit upon a formula, say 50 % for meritorious publications; 20% for
meritorious feaching in the classroom; 15% for meritorious tutoring or guidance
of student research projects, including dissertations; 10% proportional to merit
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of administrative work; and 15% for a professional age multiplier. Such an allo-
cation would be appealing to sonie; but it could be arbifrary and miost unwise.
Alteinctively, the dpproach could be strictly pragmatic if the department is not
getting meritorious teaching from a number of their-better scholar-publisher types,
then-according to the exchange postulate, they should just incredse -the relative
value of réciprocation for meritorious teaching. Similarly, if some of the good
teachers were not publishing, then the relative value of the reciprocation for
publication might be increased. The goal, of course, would be to achieve a
functional balance. '

The Chairmen's Resulis. Implicitly throughout this study I have assumed
that the real status system in a department is o collective representation and that
the best approximation to this collective representation is the pocled estimates of
the professors, | may have been biased in these assumptions; however, the pooled
estimates of status are related to salary better than are the chaimman's estimates.
This might indicate to a seasoned sociologist that it was the professors and rot
the chairman who have the real power in a deportment; it is their visica, not
his, that wins out in the allocation of the hard resources. This appears to me
at least to be quite fortunate, because the results from the chairman's estimates
were hardly less than disastrous. In both cases, the status estimates were influ-
enced sharply by the chairman’s.differential knowledge or ignorance of the various
professors ond their work by the degree to which they differentially liked the vzr-
ious professors and by other such miscellaneous items. In the case of Department
B, the chairman's estimates of professional status were almost totally determined
by his estimates of the various professor's ability to obtain grants. In his favor,.
he may have worked backwards; he may have used professional status to gauge
the potential ability of the various professors to obtain grants. Thus the results
may have beers spurious. Even so, the fact that meritoof publication, etc., did
not tumn out to be a significant predictor of professional status would be enough
to make mecst graduate professors wonder. '

The facts are that both of these chairmen were popular in their respec-
tive departments, evidently because they are responsive to the needs and demands
of the professors and because they evidently rely to some extent on others' evalua-
tions as well os their own. In fact the present dafa suggest that all chairmen
would be wise to rely to a large extent on other professor's evaluations as well as

‘on as fivch chjective information as they can on the various professors, in par--

ticular when meeting. outside offers, when giving rajses, and when giving pro-

motions, Some professors may feel squeamish about evaluating their colleagues,
but then they should be aware of how biased the views of one man, even their
chairman, can be. ‘




The: Socialization. of Groduate Students.. Certainly in graduate scheol

‘it is'~"ohaf‘~thih.g‘io leurnt how fo do an experiment-properly, to develop: o theory,
- to decount for o certain empirical:-result; to- write: a- lucid:-publishable paper, to-

moke an:adequate presentation -in-a class or in:-o seminar. - But such is not all

there is fo the professionalization of graduate students. - Somehow, they have to

take on the values which will allow them to function adequately in an academic
or some other scientific ‘organization.. In other words, to function well in a first

- class system which: values meritorious publications, meritorious teaching, etc., the

physicist should, of uecessity, value these attributes and behavior too, as well

as be prepored to-provide them. From this vantoge, the results of the graducte
students: are somewhat discouroging. They underevaluate .meritorious publication,
meritorious teaching, and they seem to be hooked on a number of miscelianeous
items that would be more appropriate for a gentleman's ciub than for an academlc
depariment. .

i would, for example, be much more comfortable with the results from
an unpublished study (Buckhoidt, 1966) of graduate student evaluations in the social
science department. This is a higher ranked department nationally than either of
the two included in this study. The professional status estimated by those gradu-
ate students turned out to be a 1.1 power function of just one other set of as~
timates, those of merit of publication. In other words, these students zvidently
took the hard line that the only way to obtain high professional status in a dis-
cipline is to publish well, in quality and quantity. This moy not be completely
trve. Scientific developments are often coinmunicated. informaily, via lectures
rather than by formal publications. Nevertheless, in the main, these students
may be correct in their estimations. At least, they are certainly better prepared-
to operate in the discipline as a whole than graduate students in Departments A
and B who focused on things such as negative cordiality, likeability, professional
age, or grantsmanship. Neither of these departments will likely produce mony
graduate students who will compete well in the national discipline until they
are professionalized with a much more functional set of values. As noted be-
fore, cll too many of the graduates end up in third rate colleges and univer-
sities.

On Status Systems Generaily. Classically, socioiogy has been domi-

nated largely by the macrotheories of stratification of Marx, Weber, and Veblen,

and recently by -the Davis~Moore-Tumin controversy as to whether stratification

systems-are: or are. not functional.d  Manc clearly had the insight that status sys-

tems could generdte conflict, all kinds' of trouble, that status systems could be<
come the important bosis of different poliﬁcal orgenizations and ideoiogies.
Vablen recognized status systems as the prime incentive systems in a society (cther-

- wise, pecple would stop earning and buying when their basic biologicai "eeds

were :met-rather- than when they have finally outdone the Jones's, which for the
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vost majorify is never). Both Weber arid Veblen also recogiized the importance of
status in determiriing life styles. Warnér in-his'many community studies seemed to
have documented time ond ogain these essential insights of Weber and Veblen. Of
course, Marx assumed that-stratification was not functional, -and essentially, Tumin
crgued the Marxian position ‘against Davis and Moore in thdt famous debate.

The exchange theory of stratification seems to -have emerged quite inde-
pendently of these traditional streams of stratification theory. Blau and his study of
the bureducratic systems in two government agencies seems to have done the research
which provided Homans with his essential insight. As Homans was developing his’
exchange theory of elemntary social behavior, which development was primarily based
on the results of operant. conditioning studies, he evidently made o substantial epis-
temic leap--he realized suddenly that status systems involve an exchdnge and that
they have the various operating characteristics implied and the propositions quoted
first in this paper. ‘ ' :

The exchange theory as it has been developed here differs somewhst from
that of Homans. In the first place. Homans is cbviously uncomfortable with mathe-
maticGl formulations. He stresses time and time again in his book thzt humans are
incopable of making ratio estimations, etc. (His may be characterized as a 10 per
cent of the variance determinism.) Obviously, | disagree with this. Second, he
seems to view all behavior ‘as aperant, whereas | view status phenomena os largeiy
being respondent in nature. While the theoretical stimuius-response sequence as
postulated here is similar to Homans', it is postuloted with more detail and pre-
cision than one finds in Homans. These miay seem like unimportant differences
since there is so much agreement, but the differences are important theoretically,

- because the implications of the two approaches are so different.

For example, consider the Davis-Moore~Tumin controversy. It is more or
less irrelevant to the siatus exchange theory as it is developed by Homans, and Ho-
mans never refers to that controversy. Not so with the theoretical position developed
here. If status phenomena is largely responden: in nature as suggested here, then
given that people value some things more than others, a status system will develop
aviomatically (because of the inexorable workings of associative conditioning). The
people have no choice ot all about it. They do not have the option as Marx and
Tumin ‘suggest  they have, of doing away with stratification systems. Furthermore,
it is my position that people us long as they are alive will always value some things -

more than others. Consequently, my position is that stratification systems will always
occur in human society, ' '

* However, ond this. is where ! disagree strongly with the Davis-Moore
positiori, stofus systems, although they develop automatically, need not be func-
tional. Pecple apparently have some options, some choice in choosing what they
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valué; and in én organization, for example, they may choose not to value those
things which are funchonal for the organization.

Havmg made & value choice, there will be consequences. It will be
reflected in the status system and in the output of the organization as we have seen
in this investigation, In my view there are hundreds of organizations which have
systems which are not ‘functienal and which as a consequence run at a fraction of
their efficiency.: In many cases, the orgamzaﬂoncl result is death or destruction,

sometimes quite voluntarily.-

Beyond such differences, present exchange theory of status as well as
Homans' version departs radically from Marxian theory of stratification with respect
to hypotheses about conflict and the equilibrating behavior which conflict produces.
Marx assumed that stratification per se generates conflict which in tumn generates
various types of equilibrating and/or revolutionary behavior which ultimately will
destroy any stratified system and set up an alternative. He specifically assumed that
the way to avoid such probems is to design stratification out of society. This and
Homans'.version of exchange theory of status, in addition to assuming that stratifi-
cation is inevitable assumes that conflict occurs only under very special conditions.
i.e., fo the extent that formal rewards are not proportional to status, to the extent
distributive injustice obtainz, Furthermore, the present exchange theories of status
make the very strong assumption that in a completely egahfanan society where for-
mal rewards are all equalized that distributive justice is likely to be very severe.
The assumption is that in such groups certain oﬂnbutes and behaviors will be val~
ved, e.g., competence, productivity, creativity, valor, etc., and that those
who differentially possess any such valued attributes and behaviors would feel the
sting of injustice, since differential costs are involved in their development and
provision, but there are no differential rewards. The prediction is quite straight-
forward -- if not anger and a kind of revolution, then a growing apathy and re-
duction in the output of the specific attributes and behaviors in question.

Finally, the present theory of stratification is the deterministic, but
there appear to be certain choice points. Thus, an organization via discussion
might develop a consensus about what to value, but that choice will quite auto-
matically dstermine how local status might he earned, which in tum determines
salary and influence. It will determine productivity to. a large extent, and con-
sequently, the ability of the organization to survive in competition with the like
units. These set up another choice point. To the extent that it is aware of what
the situation is, an organization can apparently chocse the degree to which distrib-
utive justice may be maintained. That choice, however, will determine the amount
of conflict present in the organization. Thus, the present exchange theory of strati-~
fication assumes that peaceful, productive equilibria can be obtained in an organi-
zation, ‘but only fo the extent the operating values are functional to the extent
distributive justice is maintained.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

: Usmg raho methods deve!oped in psychophysncs, the status sys.ems of
two physncs :departments were. mveshgoted The following are a summary of the
major. findings and conc!msuons

(1) Based on -pooled estimates by the professors themselves, the
amount of influence or power a professor has will increase apparently a al.b

.power function of the amount of local status which he has in the deparl'menf.

This was. true for both physics departments studied. The explained variance was
circa .85, so other factors, i.e., the motivation to exert influence and the ability
to reciprozate effectively in a programmed exchange may account for some of the
residual variance.

(2) Based on the professors’ estimates, the amount of salary a professor
receives evidently varies approximately as a square root function of local status.
However, in the higher ranked Depariment A, professional status evidently deter-
mines salary, possibly because the -professors’ salaries are negotiated in part by out-
side offers and outside offers reflect professional status more than local status.

- (3) There was some svidence that deviations from distributive justice,
i.e., departures from the rule that salary increases as a square root function of
local status, produce certain predictable consequences.. The meoger evidence ob-
tained during the interview suggested that salaries in excess of local stctus produce
guilt and ultimately a devaluation of the local status system. When salaries are
less than would be indicated by local status, the result is probably dissatisfaction,
a desire o leave the department and university, and at least in one case, where
the professor chose tc stay, demoralization. -

(4) Bosed on the professors' es-ﬁmates, local status is determinad in
part by professional status, although there is some variation.as to the degree.

(5) Both local and professional status appear to be determined by a
pofpoum of variables, some of which are probably rot functional for the depart-
ments in their competition with other graduate depattments, e.y., likeability,
negative grantsmanship, and, possibly, professional age.

(6) Department A; whosa status system was apparently based almost

_ entirely on meriforious publications and meritorious teaching inside and outside of

the calssroom, published approximately seven times more articles than did Depart-

ment B, The mcenhve system evidently encouraged the good publisheis to do good

teaching and vice versa--everyone apparently to the extent of their dbility. Also
A's outpist of gmdyaies with the Ph.D. was much higher than that of B.
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T (7) The estimates by the chairmen of both depariments resulted in

dnstarhons of the status' systems-as pictured by the pooled estimates of the profes-

- sors;. ond: The“distrtions. were-always l&ss functional: forthe ‘departmenis: Apparently,

however thése differences were not- too -serious, since professars’ esﬂmdes appeared to
be db’ﬁi‘ﬁmf, e‘:g. i fﬁey were better neldied to'salary.

(8) ”The eshmafes of the- greduate students iiv botk depcrtments resulted
in severe distorfions of the status systems as pictured by the pooled estimates of
the professors; again- disfortions which dre' much less functional for the department.
These resulis indicate that both: departments hiave a serious problem of socialization.
Graduaie education not only involves technical competence'but proféssionalization,
that is, the ineuication of attifudes and values which will aliow o Ph.D: graduate
to adapt well-to-and to compete well in academic and/or research organizations.
Both depaitments place dll too many of their graduates in third-rate universities
and collegas and it was -suggested that this may be less a consequence of training
than of inadequate professlonahrohon.

(9) - The resulis generally support the respondent exchange thacry of
status outlined in the paper, I[n particulor, we lwmme_m_uplgim 7

why power functions should describe the relationships found in the data. Aiso,
the present investigation provides another relatively successful example of the
application of S.'S. Stevens methods of ratio measurement. to social psycho-

logical phenomencn.
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FOOTMOTES

1. This wds net éxccily found in cur previous study (Hamblin and Smith, 1966).
However, those data do suggest that local and professional status are dif-
ferent, being eamed. in quite different ways. However, those data were
from graduate students, whom as we shall see, do not necessarily reflect the
status systems as. seen by the professors or the administration.

2. This generalization appears to be supporfed by a wide range of data. For two
straightforward physiological studies, see Hovland and Riesen (1940) and
Bartoshuk (1964). For two studies which show dramatically that a power
law describes large numbers of perceptual -motor learning’ curves, see J. C.
Stevens and Savin (1962) and J. C. Stevens (1964). For two social psycho~
logical studies.which suggest ¢’ stimulus response law, see Hamblin et al.
(1963), ond Sellin and Wolfgang (1964).

3. For prior studies which have suggested these hypotheses, cf. Ellis (1959),
Wilson (1942), Coplow and McGee (1958). For prior essays suggesting the
distinction between local and professiona! (or cosmopohfan) status, see
Merton (1957) and Gouldner (1957).

4. These percentages were calculated so that the measures »f partitioned explained
variance which are standardized exponents sc that for Department A:

log Sy = ... +.17 log D + .68 log Sp - .11 log' Ap m

log Sp=... +.25log T + .44 log P+ .28 log Ap : @)
Substi mg (2) in (1), it is possible to oa!culate the percentages:

log SL:-.-"II'LQWA:Q D+.68 (.25 log T + 44 log P + .28 log Ap) . G)

= ee + 17 log D+ .17 log T + 30!ogP+ .08 log Ap “)

However, because of the subtractions of AP' the base of (4) is changed from
95 to 72. So the equation is restandardized to obtain: -
log S§=...+.23logD +.231log T+ 40|ogP+lllogAp 6)

For Departmenit B: ‘
log S| =...+.121log L - .21 log:G +.04 log K +.39 log Sp +.07log Ap  (6)

log Sp=...+ .64 log P+ .31 logAM ' ’ @)

_ Subsmuhng (7) in (6):
log SL ees +, lzlogL- 21 logG+ O4Iogl(+ 39(64|ogP+ 31 log Apy)
o+ 07l )
= ... lZlogl;.- 21 log G +.04 log K +. 25log P+, IZIogAM+.07Ap

=29~
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5. For introductory samples -of work by these classical authors and for an extended
. : oabhography, see- Bendux and Lipset (1966).
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